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ABSTRACT. ° e ~ !
This study examined the effects of third grade

students' physical attractiveness, IQ scores, and sex on raters' -
expectations for the students' personality and academic "performance.
Subjects were 120 undergraduate and graduate students.who were either
teachkers or teacher trainees. A fictitious school tramscript and
student essay wvere Trandomly dssigned to each subject to use in rating
the fictitious student on two dimensions: (1) personality, and (2)
performance on the essay, including a comparison of performamce with
academic ability. Color photographs of boys and girls who had been

- judged as either highly attractive or unattractive. were attached to
80 of the transcripts; the remaining 40 transcripts servedias a
control for physical attractiveness. Data were subjected to four
3-way analyses of variance. Results replicated th; findings of an

earlier study in that positive expectations existsg for attractive
females but not for attractive males; attractive females, received
fewer negative personality ratings than unattractive females, vhereas
the converse of this was true for males. 2An unexpected $inding was an
apparent general lowering of raters' judgments when photognaphs (of '
‘either attractive or unattractive students) were attdched to the
transcripts. (Author/CW)
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- V.

@ Expectations of thitd grade students as g’nfluenced
[ @ 0] by physical attractiveness, ‘sex, and intelligence
‘el were studied Using a2 3 x 2 x 2 factorial design. e
- - A fictitious school transcrxpt and student essay ’
O\l were randomly assigned to 120 s jects. The sub-

S | : v jects were instructed to rate the students’ , per- "
[ ) : 9 sonality and academic performance. Resul tg in-

at dicated that the impact of attractiveness and in-

. telligence on raters' judgments is not necessarily
- positive, but rather is to a degree mediated by
the child's sex.
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~ Since the Rosenthal and Jacobson study {1968), a great deal of attention

has been focused on the relationship between teachers' expectations a.nd

- students' academic behavior. Unfortunately, attempts to replicate these in- !

.
-~

itial findinés have revealed that the issue is considerably more complex than

earlier descripiions implied (eg. Fleming & Anttonen, 1971; Clairborn, 1969; °

k]
» e ® e ‘e . '
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Finn, 1972). - - o X

- . Bx.:ophy_ and Good (1970) contributed to clarification of the issue by

C\}. dividing the expectancy process into two major phases: (1) the formulation of
q.@ the expectation by the teacher and (2) the communication of the expectation
Q‘" to the student, including subsequent effects it may have on his behavior. . °

C:) Focusing on the first phase of the process, this study attempts to

T 2
C‘”“ ascertain the effects of student physical attractiveness, intelligence, and

gex on raters’ development of expectetions for student performa_nce,, Re~

cently the physical attractiveneés variable has become a special topic for

P,

investigation (eg, Dion, Berscheid, & Walster, 1974; landy & Sigall, 1974;

Miller, 1970). Moreover, a few researchers (Kehle, Bramble, and Mason, 1974;

<

“Mch, 1975) have indicated that the influence of attractiveness on teacher




T [ .
? . 2
judgments “appears tc interact with other salient student characteristics

6\
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> such as intelligence and sex rather than exerting.a unilateral effect.

H

Specifically, this study examined the impact-of the sex, attractiveress,

o - —_—

and intelligence variablés on -subject ratings of the child's personality and o

academic performance, - -

B

Subjecté T

. > - .
Subjects were 120 undergraduate gnd graduate students enrolled in two S

— .

Early 'Childhood Educatidn courses at Kent State University during the 1974-75 _

’ '

academic year. Subjects were either téqphers or teacher trainees.

Stimulus Material . )
N .
R . . ..
Each subject received a packet of materials containing a letter.of ox-

planatioh, a student transcript accompanied by'¥eacher comments, a Barclay

Classroom Climate’Inventory (BCCI; Barclay, 1972r3§dting f&rm, a student essay, .
\ o

N
< .

and an essay rating form. ¢ .
The letter of explanation described the study as one in which the ability -

of experienced tzechers ard.education majors were being compared in regard to
-

accurately describing-a child's personality and academic performance. The

1}

letter asked the subjects to study the child's trapscript and essay and then:

complete the BCCI form and the essay ratirg form.

.
*

The hypothetical school transcript was designed to describe a typical

/

[
third grade,ctudent of each sex. Each tthnscript included teacher comments

&
.

for the past three years which were again constructed to portray an average

.
v

third gradé student. -

The'adjective check%ist, from the Te;cher Rating’ Form of the BCCI, was
used to aécertain the pe:Eeived personality ¢haracteristics of the child in
areas of per;onal adjustment,ﬂsocial adjustmént, and motivation. A fictitious
48-word essay on7the gopic “What I.Think About" was'devglc?ed to_dépict an

average academic performance of a third grade child. This was accomplished -

by analyzing essays obtained from seventy third grade studenus. The essays ¢
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developed for the fictitious studentwere'%esigned to be averagé in R

' 2 3
d all respects mentioned above with obvious references to sex and race
Ay - o

1
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egcluded. . v - .
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. The form.used by,ghezsubjects in rating the essay was adapted from an

{4
»

instrument developed by Finn (i972). It included nine 5:pqiggﬁgipert-type

S

.items that assessed the qdﬁlity of the student's performance on the following.

———

———n -~

‘“~—~»-‘hku“%“g£1tegia: spelling and punctuation, grammar, sentence strucpure,,organization, .

T e ~

relevance of ideas, appropriate-word usage, clarity, creativity and imagina--

e

tion, and completeness of thought. A tenth éuestion evaluaEin“Whether~a§‘~, ]
. -t . - Dl

child was perceived as working.above, at, or below his ability was also
O

included. The results obtained from this final question were defined as

« i

level of performance scores. ) T e -

>
~ £ ]
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Information about the child's intelligence was presented with the

vy

school transcript in terms of an I.Q. score. The high I.Q. score was set at 2
¢ 110, while the low I.Q. score was 80. The variables of ‘sex and physical

.attractiveness were represented through the use of professionally made color’ e

photographs. Scventy photographs of third grade students were obtained from

' a commercial photograpaer. These photographs were then reduced to fifty,
. R N

- twenty-five of each sex, by deleting aﬁy pictures of children with physical R
disfigurements, {n uniforms- or unusually dressed, and/or posing in a dis-

tracting manncr. The remaining photographs weredgiven to six third-qrade

teachers who worked independently to rapk,order them according to physicaiL
attractiveness as a function"of sex. The photographs with the highest and

lowest mean ranks were selected to represent the attractive and unattractive

< [
child. Twenty color prints were made of each and then-attached to eighty of

the school transcripts. The forty remaining transcripts served as a control

for physical attractiveness. .

Procedure ' ~

-

Information packets were randomly distributed to the 120 subjects, so

i ’ % J
4 L
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that ten subjects were assigned to.each of the twelve treatiient combinations.
v The subjects were instruéted to read the school transcript and teacher com-

ments, and then complete the BCCI ratgng form b&"choosing any adjectives they |
felt would most accurately describe the child‘'s classroom behavior. This.. 1

‘resulted in a positive and negatiﬁe personality score for the child. The sub-

~

— jects then read the student's essay and completed the adapted essay evalua-’

tion form. All subjects received an identical essay to rate, while the : T e
r
transcripts and comments, which were similar in content, varied according
o .- . N - ) . - .
. to the sex, and X... of the fictitious student. .
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The data wer: subjected to {::oin»:' three~-way analyses of variance. The

[}

independent variables were sex (male or female), I.Q.

attractiveness (attractive, unattractive, and control as defined by the photo-

Agraphs) . The four dependent measures included the positive and negati\'re'

(80 oxr 110), and physical

personality scores from the BCCI, the essay evaluation, and the performance .

-

level. The observed cell means are presented in Table 1. - .

. . - - T -
S . E—

TABLE 1

LY

Observed Cell Means

_Sex I.Q. Attractiveness Positive Negative Essay Performance
T — Personality Personality Lével —
"?male‘ 110 attractive\\\%m‘ﬁ\.?" 3.6 ~ 23.8 1.7 T
male 80 attractive 14.4 1.9 . 25.8 1.5
male 110 unattractive RSS! © 1.8 24.6 1.5 .
male 80 unattractive 10 l ° 2.0 26.6 1.7 )
male 110 control ‘11.1 2.8 29.0 1.8
male 80  control 10.3 1.8 28.1 2.0
female llg att“ractiveﬁ 11.8 1.1 . 25.4 1.4
female 80 att;ac?ive & 10.3 ©2.7 24.8 1.5
" female 110 unattractive 12.7 3.3 7 253 1.6 ,
female 80 unattractive 8.6 2.9 25.8 2.0
female 110 control 13.2 ‘.9 ‘ 28.4 1.7
female 80 control 1.1 ©25.6 . 1.6

1.5

3

———

-

The F ratios for %he four three-way analyses of variance are presented

-4
in Tdble 2. As seen in Table.2, no sighifipant,main effects or j.ntera‘ctions

were'noted with respect to the positive personality dependent variable. An

6

4




, ‘ TABLE 2

»
- -

< _ Summary of Analyses of Variance -
as a Functior of Dependent Variable-
Positivé ' Negative ‘ Performince
Source __Personality Personality - Essay Level _
-df F PLA F .P [(@f. F P |A&f : E P
Sex (S). 1 ,0L .90 1 .37 .54 | 1 2.87 .09| 1" .58 .54
Intelligence (I) 1 1.54 .21 1 .08 ,77|.1 1,14 .28 "1 1.31 .25.
Attractiveness(A)] 2 .86 .54 2 1.23 .29 | 2 3.07 .05| 2 2.89 .06
SxI - 2 3.04 .08 2 3:09 .08, 2 .05 .81| 2 .14..70
S x A ' 2 1.19 .30 2 3.20 .04| 2 .72 .50| 2 2.45 .09
» . . ‘;)
IxA 2 1,31 .27, 2 .01 .98, 2 1.88 .15| 2 1.42 .24
SxIxA 2 ".30 .74 2 1.92 .15/ 2 .84 .56! 2 1.13 .32

interaction of sex by intelligence approached significance at the .08 level.
Figure 1 illustrates that females depicted as having high intelligeﬁce are
“rated as having more positive personaliLy chatacteristics than females desctibed

as low in Intelligence. Conversely, males described as high in intelligence

L4

received fewer ratings of positive persopality charagteristics than males pre-
Y o N T e
sented as low in intelligence.

13.0
‘ T 12,5 4 males = '
’ & ferinles = s cvesmens
fean number 12.0
of positive
personality Jll1.5 4 R
descriptors .
N 11.0 - N
10.5 4.
10.0 "+
) > High (110) ~ = " - . Low (80)
. ) Levels of Inte{ligénse .
"“ ,‘:Y,‘ - . >
Figure 1. Sex by intelligence interaction on positive

personality ratings




Thn sex by intelligence interaction was again observed on the dependent

variapble of negative personality at a level approaching significance

» v o=

(p & .03 -- See Table 2), Figure 2 illusprates that females describeg as
intelligent‘ieceived.ﬁewer negative personality ratings than femaies described

1

as low in intelligence. 3Again the reverse effect was observed for males
: Y

with "intelligent" males receiving more negative personality ratings than

males described as "unintelligent." ¢

R

3.0 A _
males = >
. 2.8~ females = ~=mmmmewses .
mean number - V2.6 -
of negative N .
- perzsonality 2.4 A
descriptors ° . .
2.2 4 °
2.0 A
! ‘ ’ 1.8 - /
: 3
e 4. .
[}
, . High (110) . Low (80)
. R ‘ L%vels of .intelligence -

Figure 2. Sex by intelligence interaction on .-
negative personality ratings

[§

In addition, as indicated in Table 2, a significant interaction of attrac-

tiveness by sex was evidenced on the variable of negative personality (p &« .04).
. Figure 3 reveals that attractive females received fewer negative personality

k4 »

ratings than anattggcﬁive females, whereas the converse-of this was true

v
?

" for males.
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" Attractive Control - Unattractive

T S
“

: Figyfe 3. Attyactiveness by sex interaction on .
negative personality ratings NN

3

‘A significant main effect of attractiveness was observed on the dependent
var:.able of essa)y evaluation {p < .05 -~ Table 2) . Post hoc analys.xs revealed

{

N that the control group essays were ratec s:.gmficantly higher 'than both

attractive and unattractive groups for which pictures ‘were attached. .

Consistent with results on the essay evaluation, a mairn effect of attrac-

'.\ M . /
tiveness approdched significance on the dependent variable of performance

level {pg .06 -- Table 2). 'Inspection of the means indicates that the

attractive group was perceived as underachieving more than either of the

a
° o

other two groups. . T

P

y
Another attiactiveness by sex interaction trend (p < .09) was observed on
. this variable as displayed in Figure 4. Once again the significant interaction
effect was la}rgely attributable *o the discrepancy between attractive and

- ‘unattraciive females. Attractive females were rated as more likely to pe

?

underachieving.

.9 . . .




mean
~ performance
level

Attractive Control Unattractive . .

Figure 4. Sex by attractiveness interaction on perfor-
“ “mance level (Note: 1 = working below ability,
2 = working at ability,.and 3 = working above

ability) . $ -
| .
, B} “ .
¢ C ’ DISCUSSION®
Student characteristics of intelligence and physical attractiveness were e

H

obsexved to, affect rater judgments of ﬁersonality and academic_competence
differentially depending upon the sex of.the child. Considering the intelligence

variable; it may be that raters are positively biased in personality evaluations
. L )

of "intelligent" girls, whereas they.rate "intelliéent" boys as less well

[y

. . £ .
adjusted. This finding may reflect a pervasive sex role stereotype of "

masculinity that excludes or minimizes intellidence as an important characteristic o
Y .
—-o_—\
for young bays. Perhaps the "bookworm" stereotype c¢ontinues to exist. .

Where sex x atlractiveness interactions were observed, it was evident

+that the dlspar*ty-between gttractive and unattractiveugirls was greater than .
!i ,.. '

the disparlty befween attractive and unattractive boys. Furthermore, in ratings .
|

\

|

of negative personality indicators, opposite results were obtai?ed for boys and

girls with attractive boys and unattractive girls receiving. the most negative

/ ¢

-

10




£ < )
evalua‘ticms. This finding supports the results.of Kehle, et al. (1974) and.
* - ) ) " / <

-Rich (1975). 1 ’ . ;

~ ! -

- * ’ v
The unexpected main effects of attractlveness on essay evaluation ]and

2 -

perfbrmance level Judgments resulted from h;gher ratings being ?wen to control

' v N . o 7

'\h group children for whom no p1ctures éere attached. ' This appears to xeflect

. ‘ a general"‘rmveqng of raters' Judg'nents when pictures are attached- rather &an

an enhancement of rat:Lngs based on thé attractiveness of the child, "It is not

+  clear as to why the provisi'on of both positive ar;d negative physical attrac_:txve-'

A}

———Tes s«s tiimr]:i—-resui-tsﬁ:n—this“depression—of__tat ~ings . .

& .0 .
< These findings provide supnort for. previous research on expectations by o
- repllcatlng interactiqn effects between sex and .attractiveness and sex and
‘ - » )
N - intelligence. Once agaln the prdcess by which raters form expectatlo'hs is ’—/‘
) shown to be a complex combination of information 1nputs. Teachers should be )
) M ' 4 )
made aware of these biases in order to avoid unjust and irrelevant student .
’ - r
evaluations that may affect subseguent student performance.
1 N -
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» ‘ *
) L . v
v L]
. ) -
. A .
L]
i r
H - . . s
- 4 ’
; o
’ . . A
4
¢ N ¢ -
" * . » « 4
D 1. ) »
_, ° 154
- T .




. - ) ’ . References

Barclai(x J.R. A research.manual for the Barclay ‘c’:la;ssrréom climate in~ °
vantory. Lithograp_hed, University of Kentucky, 1972.
\
r .
. Brophy, J.E. & Cood, lL. Teacher's communication of differential ex-
\ , . Ppeclations for children's classroom performance. Some behavioral data.
e Journ:l of Educational Psychologyu 1970, 61, 365-374.

Cla:.born, ¥. L. Expect xncy effects in the classroom. Journal of Educational
- - ) Psxcholoqx, 1969, 60,' 377-383, N 4

pion, XK. Berscherld, E. & Walster, E. What is beautiful is good. Journal of
Pewsonality and Social Psychelegy, 1972, 24, 285-290. ’ -

-

f‘in‘n, J. D. Expectatior;q and, ‘the educational environment. Paper presented
at the Annual.ileeting of the American Educational Research Association, .
" dh:.cago, Megzch, 1972. ; °
' Fleming, E.S. & Anttonen, R, G. Teacher expeccancy or My Fair Lady. American
wEducational Research Journal, 1971, 8, 241-252. - ’ Y

« ) Kehle, 7.3, Branmble, V. § Mason, E. Teachers' expectations: Ratings of .
student ‘performance as biased by student characteristics. Journal of *
' , ~Experimentdl Rducation, 1974, 43 (1), 54-60.

¢

Landy. D. & SJ catl, H .Beauty :\s Talent: Task evaluatjon as a fun'ctlon of !
the prerformer!s physical attractiveness. Journal of Personality an®

- |+ Souial Peychclogy, 1974, 22, 299-304. - J
A , N \
. . Miller, A.G. Role of physical "atéractivené'ss in impression formation. -
N , Pgychoncmic Science, 1970, 19 (4),, 241%243. ' .
9, Rich, J. Children's attractiveness and teacher evaluations. Journal of
' Educational Psvchology,ié975, 67 (5), 599-609. ) -

. ) 3
Rosenthal, R. 's Jazubson, L. Pygmalion in the classroom. New York: Holt,
Rinehart, and Winston, 1968. .




